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REMARKS 

Hie foregoing amendment does not include the introduction of new matter 
into the present application for invention. Therefore, the Applicant, respectfully, requests 
that the above amendment be entered in and that the claims to the present application, 
kindly, be reconsidered. 

The Office Action dated January 24, 2005 has been received and 
considered by the Applicants. Claims 1-14 are pending in the present application for 
invention. Claims 1-14 are rejected by the January 24, 2005 Office Action. 

The Examiner takes Official Notice in that h is well known in the art that 
television sets or set lop boxes execute cliemVserver applications. The Examiner further 
states that it would be obvious to one skilled in the art that the invention of Kimetal . is 
operable on a television set or set top box in order to calculate tighter lower bound 
response time in the real-time television. The Applicants respectfully traverse the 
Examiner's taking of Official Notice that the invention as defined by Claim 13 and 14 
would be obvious to a person skilled in the art. Kimetal. do not disclose or suggest 
implementing the Best Case Response schedulability disclosed therein for television sets 
or set top boxes. The Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner produce 
references clearly showing or suggesting to a person skilled in the art that the teaching of 
Kim et alt, is operable on a television set or set top box. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 1-12 under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. 
§102(a) as being anticipated by "Best Case Response Time Analysis for Improved 
Schedulability Analysis of Distributed Real Time Tasks" by Kim et al. (hereinafter 
referred to as Kim et gJJ. 

Regarding Claims 1 , 1 1, and 1 2, the Examiner states that Kimetal. 
disclose a method of determining a best-case response time of a first period task 
comprising a first step of determining that the first periodic task has a lower priority man 
a higher priority of a second periodic task on page 3. The Examiner further states that the 
Best Case Response Time (BCRT) taught by Kimetal. on page 3 disclose determining 
that the best case response time of the first periodic task is substantially equal to the 
difference between a start of the first periodic task and a completion of the first periodic 
task, the start being right after a release of the first periodic task and the completion 
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coinciding with a release of the second periodic task. The Applicants, respectfully, point 
out that that the BCRT as proposed by JCimetal on page 3 does not provide any 
disclosure or suggestion for the stmt of the first periodic task being right after a release of 
the first periodic task and the completion of the first periodic task coinciding with a 
release of the second periodic task. Therefore, Kim et al. do not disclose all the elements 
as defined by the rejected claims. 

Regarding Claims 2-6* the Examiner states that KjmetaL teach determining a 
best-case response time for a first periodic task based upon a formula. The Applicants, 
respectfully point out that the rejected claims define subject matter for a determining a best-cose 
response time of a first periodic task according to claim 1 , wherein BRi denotes the best-case 
response time of the first periodic task, BRi being substantially equal to the largest value that 
satisfies the formula: 

wherein BC\ denotes a best-case computation time of the first periodic task r/, hp(i) denotes a set 
of tasks with a higher priority than the lower priority, 7} denotes a period of activation of a tasky 
of fq>(i). The formula applied by Kim gt al. on page 3 employ elements xj denoting the next 
activation time that are subtracted from the minimum execution time. Thus, the formula as 
applied by KimetaL is not at all equivalent to the formula applied by rejected Claim 2. 

Regarding Claim 3, the rejection contends that Kim et al. teach the subject matter 
defined therein. The Applicant, respectfully disagree. In addition to ihc differences discussed 
above, the Applicants assert that rejected Claim 3 defines subject matter for the best case 
response is initialized as the worst case response i.e. BRt(0)=WRi. The Applicants, respectfully 
point out that the BCRT Analysis of Kimetal. specifically teaches that c mhl is used for A(0) and 
not c™*. Therefore, KimetaL expressly teaches away from the subject matter defined by 
rejected Claim 3. 

Claim 4 and 5 Anther defines embodiment related to the worst case response of 
the first periodic task as discussed related to Claim 3 above. 

Regarding Claim 6, the Applicants, respectfully, point out thai use of a formula of 
defined where a summation is taken. The Examiner has rejected the use of the formula in Claim 
6 using the same rejection as applied to Claim 2. Claim 6 and Claim 2 recite different formulas, 
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yet the rejection only cites the BCRT formula on page 3 of iGaetaL The Applicants, 
respectfully, assert thai the formulas taught by Kim gt al. do not disclose or suggest the use of the 
formula defined by Claim 6. 

Therefore, this rejection of Claims 2-6 is, respectfully, traversed. 

Regard Claims 7-10, the Examiner states that these claims are rejected for 
the same reason as Claims 1 -3 and 6. Accordingly, this rejection is traversed for the 
some reasons as previously stated for Claims 1*3 and 6. 

The Office Action rejects Claims 13 and 14 under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over "Best Case Response Time Analysis for 
Improved Schedulability Analysis of Distributed Real-Time Tasks" by fcirq et al. 
(hereinafter referred to as Kimet al.) . The Examiner takes Official Notice in that it is 
well known in the art that television sets or set top boxes execute client/server 
applications. The Examiner further states that it would be obvious to one skilled in the 
art that the invention of Kimet al. is operable on a television set or set top box in order to 
calculate tighter lower bound response time in the real-time television. The Applicants 
respectfully traverse the Examiner's taking of Official Notice (hat the invention as 
defined by Claim 13 and 14 would be obvious to a person skilled in the art Kim et ah do 
not disclose or suggest implementing the Best Case Response schedulability disclosed 
therein for television sets or set top boxes. The Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner produce references clearly showing or suggesting to a person skilled in the art 
that the teaching of Kim et al. is operable on a television set or set top box. 

Regarding Claims 13 and 14, the Examiner states that Kim et aL teach 
calculating a tighter lower bound on response time real-time systems based on BCRT and 
WCRT. The Examiner further states that the study of Kim et al. can be extended to real- 
time client/server applications with different communication patterns. The Examiner 
admits that Kimetal. does not teach that the system is a television set, however, the 
Examiner employs Official Notice that it is well known in the art that television sets or 
set top boxes to employ client/server applications. The Examiner further states that it 
would be obvious to one skilled in the art that the invention of Kim etaL is operable on a 
television set or set top box in order to calculate tighter lower bound response time in the 
real-time television. The Applicants would like to, respectfully, point out that no 
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reference has been cited that refers to or suggests that Kjmetal, is operable on a 
television set or set top box in order to calculate tighter lower bound response time in the 
real-time television. As previously stated, the Applicants, request that the examiner 
produce references that illustrate mat it is possible or desirable to operate the system as 
taught by Kimetol. cm a television set or set top box in order to calculate tighter lower 
bound response time in the real-time television. Therefore, this rejection is, respectfully, 
traversed. 

New Claims 1 5-1 8 have been added by the foregoing amendment New Claims 
1 5-18 define subject matter similar to Claims 1 3 and 14, as well as subject matter that is 
supported by the bottom of page 12 of the specification. Therefore, examination of new 
Claim 15-18 will not result in the introduction of new matter into the specification of the 
present invention. 
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Applicant is not aware of aDy additional patents, publications, or other 
information not previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would be 

required under 37 C.F.R, t -99. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes tl 
present application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, respectfully, 



Please address all correspondence for this application to: 
Michael E. Betk, Senior Intellectual Property Counsel 
Philips Intellectual Property & Standards 
Philips BectronicsNA. Corp. 
P.O. Box 3001 

Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510-8001 USA 
(914) 333-9643, 



CERTIFICATE OF TRANSMISSION 

I hereby certify that this correspondence 

is being transmitted on this date via 

kcsimila transmission to (703) 872-4306 AND addressed to: 

Mail Stop: Amendment 

COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS 

FXX Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Date of Ti*mmiftflinn: April 25. 2005 



requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




James D. Leimbach 

Patent Attorney Reg. No. 34,374 
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